Why would anyone want to appear as an expert witness in a legal proceeding? The very thought conjures images of embarrassment, humiliation, or at least extreme anxiety. Yet, increasingly, scientists and other professionals are finding themselves listed as expert witnesses and asked to submit to interrogation by deposition and in many instances to direct and cross-examination at trial. Environmental health scientists may be sought as expert witnesses in many types of litigation, including "toxic torts" (where someone is seeking damages for injury or disease from a chemical exposure), zoning or land use issues involving hazardous wastes or industrial facilities, public policy and/or regulatory issues involving environmental hazards, regulatory compliance issues (e.g., OSHA, RCRA, FIFRA, and CERCLA violations), and insurance litigation over who pays for environmental damages.
Scientists with little or no experience in the courtroom are often uncomfortable testifying in deposition or trial and may be ill prepared for what follows. The view that courtrooms are a perilous environment for the inexperienced scientific witness is echoed in several recent articles on this subject, such as "Science in the Lion's Den" (1) and "Using Surprise to Capture the Expert Witness" (2) . This concern is widely held, and in our view, is attributable to three major factors: 1) there are strong cultural differences between scientific and legal fact-finding, both in procedure and in approach, that make the courtroom a terrain unfamiliar to many scientists; 2) there is a related concern that taking part in legal matters as a paid witness is unsavory, even when the actual experience is successful (the "hired gun" image of testifying experts who will support any position for a fee); and 3) there are few or no opportunities for scientists to receive education and training in the legal processes and performance expectations surrounding expert testimony.
We believe that participation of ethical and highly competent scientists is vital to resolution of technical matters in all kinds of arenas, including court proceedings, and that addressing the concerns described above through education will lead to better expert testimony and an improved standard of practice among experts. The following comments were originally developed as part of a 1-day continuing education course sponsored by the University of Washington School of Public Health, the 
Closing Comments
Serving as an expert witness can be a stimulating, enjoyable, educational, and professionally rewarding experience. Because of the requirements of the task, the scientist learns a great deal about his or her own discipline, as well as how science is used in the legal system. Clearly, the biggest disadvantage to serving as an expert witness is the "hired gun" image. Unfortunately, if this perception prevents well-qualified experts from getting involved, the courts are left with less than the best. As the number of highly reputable scientists willing to serve as expert witnesses increases, the whole system benefits. The science presented to the courts is better, the image of the scientist as expert witness gains additional credibility, and ultimately the whole process of interjecting good science into the courtroom is enhanced. In spite of the adversarial nature of litigation, the vast majority of attorneys are courteous and respectful of the credible scientist, even if their objective may be to discredit the expert's opinion. Thus, while the process can be intimidating, there are many positive aspects, and serving as an expert witness is truly a public service which can provide many personal and social rewards.
